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The following statement has become a verbal cliche in edugationt
: o ) . S

" We know and say that evcfyiéhild is different’

'"Childréﬁ'arc different.

ED113868

from avexy'othéf chiid in a myriad of_ways. ~Wcuseem to find it easy to -
» accept the fact that some chlldlcn Ulll g@owrtall, UhLlL oth01s U]]]
be short, wve have no. dlffnculty thh the reallty of some chlldrcn haVJng

blond hair and some brown; We'can'rcadily cknow]edgc that some chlldren

——

w1ll have a hlgher pitched voice than oLh01s., We can accept thése'physical

dlffC]enCCS w1thout p]ac1r1ty value Judgments upon them, w1thout Iabellnnﬂ

-

the blue~eycd chlldlen as hlgh achievers and Lhe brovn -eyed chlldren as o

-

'failures. But these are obvious, v1sually apparent, phy51gal defercnces.

Unfortunately, there are ﬁany other areas, in which children differ, that
. ! ) . - ) ’ i . ‘ K

'are more.subtle,'iess cbncfeﬁaly identifiable, yet as'much a part of the \K;MJ:;
. child aa fingerprintsaforeas such as deveiopmenéal,ﬁime tables, rcépousé‘
stylesi 1evelslof activizy,:vaiués, tastes and prefércncaé, percepﬁaal.
variatioﬁs, and aéademic,strenéths<and/or'wéakncssés; appear go-cauaermudh: ';" i

E e

havoc in education.

~

For some recason, eveén though we say that all children are different,

R -

what’we do is try to make them all the same, It's as though we say, =~ -

"If we can't see the difference, then <it- shouldn't exist." Thercfore,
ve begiﬁ remediation programs for those children ‘with apparent learning .

disabilities, we try to speed up qognitive developmental patterns, and
we devote.much time and energy to lOVLng down chlldlen who are hchractivc",

vhile attempting to spced up those with 31owcr, rcflective stylea;'all in’

A

order to approximaté a "normal' pattern. That s;omsbp lot of work awd

. : . . .
frustration )u t to "forcu "deviant' children to conform-te a norm that *

2aF0s '~
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jin terms of- normative grade level tests, .or placing all nine year olds

doesn't even exist to'begin with. - If we can comfortably‘accept the more’

*

obVious phys1cal differences, why do we get so uncomfortable when Chlldleﬂ

E

learn at different rates? And we do! How else can graded textbooks,

or the measurement of the quality of a child's or program S performance
, _

-
.

into grade three be Justified7

’ But if we relax a little and agree that yes, perhaps All second

graders should not be expected to be able to. master the prescribed second

grade reading vocabulary by June 2nd, and that be1ng different is the

norm, then we-are faced with the respons1b111ty and attendent problems of

developing realistic programs which can be operated within.our limitations-

.

of time, personnel, and money.‘ We need to develop interest-holding, self-
N

- . . -

t
image building programs to begin where the children are, rather than where

-

we would like them to be.' 'e'must take children where they are able to

’

.go, rather than where we.want them to go. Unless we. develop programs
which can do this,'the childrenvand-the,schools will continue to fail.
In an attempt to come to'grips_with this problem of individually

sens1tive programming, we. have refined diagnostic procedures, o:er a period

+ of many years, to the point where one can feel fairly confident about

initial directions to take concerning What to teach to.whom. Diagnostic

procedures used may run the gamut from psycholinguistics, to perceptual-

- .

motorics, to criterion and norm referenced skill tests, to psychological

'aSSessment, to opinion inventories, and/or behavioral checkllsts, etc.

After"the diagnostic process is completed, one can choose from many
. - R . .0 . ) . . . . . .
excellent materials and sequences‘which have been developed and proven

.
..

“useful and which match the needs shown through the diagnostic process;

-




However, once we think we know what -the child needs to learn and which’

. . o : 7
methods and materials would be best to, use, then what teaching structure

'and‘environment will best facilitate the ch114's acqu1s1t10n of those
. . A 1
- . skills? Which will be the most abpropriate model to fit the indiyidual

"needs of a particular child, group of children, and teacher?.

Withinlour comoulsoty educational system, we have thekawesone responf
sibility ofbenabling each'child to make the most dﬁ,himself, even if that
does not flt into a pre-planned schema of what we think he should be
achieving, We cannot simply ‘teach a“ currlculum, we must teach the child.
A quote from Read}ng Newsreport, Vol. VI, No. 3,_dramatizes the results
of our failure to do so:, "If one airplane in“every-four crashed between

takeoff and 1and1ng, people would refuse to fly Ifjone~automobile in_

every four went out of control and caused a fatal acc1dent or permanent

. . - I

: injury,-Detroit'would be closed down tomorrowe Ou schools -~ whlch produce_

» ) " a more 1mpo%tant product than a1rp1anes and automoblles - somehow fail
3 - ; : . \\ T
' ' oone-youngster-ln;four. And so far, we have not. succeeded 1n,;prevent1no the

T \
‘ so¢ial and economic fata11t1es every school dropout reptesents.v s

rd
IR L

Con51der1ng that‘one of the most con51stent attrlbutes of children

may be their inconsistency, meeting-their educatlonal~needSaneces51tates .

an‘eclectic grab’bag of philosophy, theory; technique, method,and insttuc;‘

tional model, along with sens1t1ve and creative teachlng ~ To expect, however,

-'that’one "human"' ~c1assroom teacher can meet ‘all the 1nd1v1dua1 educat10na1
needs of each of the twenty-five to th1rty chlldten entrusted to him/her for.
the year is.an abSurdity. ‘How‘then.can we best get the necessary sUppott
to the key classroom teachers? ’

The school resource program_may be onevwaj of helping teachers to

&

‘help children}‘ If we agree that we have in out schools all kinds oﬁ kids‘

e s
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- who learn in all kinds of different ways, we must then develop and '

’ 4

offer alternative cducational delivery.systems to'meet ‘their, specialized

.~

needs. That is ccrtainly not a. revolutionary idea. Neither are the

L

specific models to be presented in this paper gevolutionary, or even

’ ]
necessarily new and unique. It is useful, hOWever, in attempting to

.

most efficiently, effectively and\humanely tailor programs for different
lchildren to become aware of the characteristics of many different models,

in order_to.bffer a child the onhe Wlthln'whlch he or she may be able to

%)

function most successfully. ‘That mearis having the option of fitting'the

delivery model to the child rather than either changing the child’

“unique. learning patterns to force conformity or elsetlabelling him a-
failure and turning him out as .uncured.

In Minnesota, the fBllowing "Cascade of Services" model' developed

by Evelyn Deno. (1970) has been\adopted as’an overall operational guide

for delivery of speCial educational serVices to exceptional children.-‘ Coe

= Insert Figure 1 About Here -

YOu will nOte that the emphasis is upon returning‘and maintaining

exceptional children in regular classes (levels 1 and 2) whenever feas1ble.

It is at these levels that the resource program must provide the suppoitive

services needed for the child to experience success. The type of support
offered however, is dependent upon the specific needs of. that child The

follow1ng model illustrates a selective, differential intervention model

~.

for supportive delivery of service. R : " o

- Insert Figure 2 About Here -

»

//




Levcl 1 consists ofvoffering_resource aid to the classroom‘teachcr
Ain terms of observation3 diagnosis, tean planning, suggestions for
indiv1dualized programming and supplying needed equipment and materials.
'Levels 2, 3 and 4 represent the areas in which a variety of supportive
/ . .

v ~ tutoring models or structures may be employed depending on the child s

H~J7;—;needs. It is this level of 1ntervention which the rest of this presentation

-t

‘v\Wlll address. i
B e . _
‘ What is unique about the delivery models ‘to follow, which fit 1nto

these 3 levels of supportive serv1ces, ‘is that they were all offered con—_
currently w1th1n one school w1th one superv1s1ng teacher, nith the same’
ﬁeOple involved in implementing each and w1th exactly the same budget ._‘4
allotted to the nore conventional uni-dimensiogal tutoring programs .
in other St. Paul target area schoolsr | |
Since‘individualized;°profcssional instruction;is‘too'costly to

‘meet the overwhelming needs that exist in our schools; we have experi-

mented W1th alternative models ‘of structuring tutorial programs in St.

' Paul's number one target area'public school. Qualifying as the #1 target
“area school means it has the'highest percentage of.poverty-level 1ncome

- - families within the city limits. We have found the children referred to
our programs to function well within such diverse structures.aS’a daily~
open choice skills schedule, or a highly structured behavior~management .

-
.

group, or small group instruction within the regular class or rotating
. " 4 . el

group learning,stations. In addition to employing different structural

‘models, we have also varied the "teacher model by tra1n1ng community

4§ -

,aides, the elderly, college students, neighborhood high school studehts, “and

even older children from w1thin.thc;school3 to tutor.

fEMC-' |
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Specific studies have bQCh conducted ‘at Franklin school to insure

that the varied modelérehplbyed-are, in fact, educationally sound

"Maiternatives. These results will be stated in detail after the small

gréup'models are presented.
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e . _  Figure Captions
i :
, . . o .
Figure 1 - The.Cascade System of Spécial Education Service
Figure ,2..- Differentiai Intervention Model for Supportive Delivefy
of Service -
S
- o
. ' o - . - . ) 8 ‘ - ®
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Method

- Insert Figure 3 About Here - : .

!

outvclass'tutoring,models will be described in detail 7

Each of the
pendix A).

jater. A handout is available explainingleach structure (Ap

.

It is evident from this model that. the Special Education Resource

he total available school

Teacher is the key person in coordinating t

In order to faC111tate communication and team1ng

o <

rocedure was developed and 1mplemented as follows.

A . .
support services.

efforts, a staffing P

Suggested Structure for Flanklln School Staff1ngs

k]

~

Purpose of Staffing _ - : v o . o )
1. .Total school problems : e '

2. Meetlng needs of pup11s

o
1

~

T a. behavior , dv ~gocial adJustment
b. learning - e. emotlonal needs .
c. health ‘ f. peer problems in.or out of school °

3. Plan unified da11y and/or long term ~gschool program. If necessary,
, ‘refer child to outslde agencies ' é\\\\\\\\\‘ e .

' #note:. consensus. by all part1c1pants must be reached for every

.

recommendatlon.

4. Anyone concerned about a problem may initiate a staffing.

5

Composition of Staffing Committee o

1. Team Leader ¢ principal

2. ‘Recorder- - alternate between primary personnel (secb#3)




, Composition of Staffing Committee (continued)
3. Primary members
a. «teachers involved with child
b. principal ' '
c. nurse » .
d. social vorker n o . o 4 ' )
. : e. SLBP teacher
. f. psychologist . .
- g. parent (voluntary attendance only = may request community. representative
i‘ ' to be present) :
4. Secondary members, if involved‘
~a. community representative (parent advocate)
b. speech therapist o . _
c. secretary ) : ) : P
d. aides ’
e custodians ‘ ‘
5. ~To be held in library (neutral Spot) L E
6. Time to be determined and set permanently (perhaps once weekly) '
7. The.following modei_was decided upon for implementation:
- Insert Figure 4 About Here - N
I . .
: 7 ‘ _ ,
. Procedures . : _ [ ‘ .
1. Initially, teachers, as a group, develop 4 master pupil behavioral
- checklist.
. 2. Teacher (or concerned person) initiates team staffing by filling out
checklist in #2 pencil and giving 1t to Resource teacher.
:3. Resource teacher does educational and perceptual assessment of child based

' informﬁtion to nurse, principai,

on teacher's.chccklist. gives a copy of teacher checklist and diabnoskic

[
—

soc¢ial worker, and psychologist.

: A staffing date 1is set, 11sted on school S week]y calendar of events,

" and each particjpant should bc prcparcd with relevant information

at time of staffing. Social. worker visits home, inform pgrcnts,

and invites them to attend. Psychologlst seces child in the interim,




Procedures (continued)

if felt necessary. . - . E L
4: Staffing is heldAat appo}ntcd time and those unable to attend'are
to present a written report of relevant lnfornation in:time to be
* read -by teah leader at stafflng:’ | . o ' S : .

o .
v . , . A
. ) f

5. _Format for each staffing could be as follows' P ; .

i . o

"a. Team leader requests pert1nent sRec1f1c information fromveach
person present (beginning with 1n1t1ator) :

b. Discussion’ ) S R

€ ey Spec1f1c recommendations ’ :
d. Who is spec1f1callx respons1ble for follow1ng through on what7

6. A Record of Staff1ng outllne w1ll have been typed on a ditto by the &;f;
school . secretary in advance of the meet1ng (the recorder will s1mply

* . } :

N

'enter‘inrthe‘necessary information as the-meet1ng progresses):

- Insert Figure 5 About Here -
g c . o y d

7. 7Each member gets a copy of recorder [ report 1mmed1ately.: Recommendations

'serve as a checkllst and the person ass1gned to a task is respons1blﬂ

-for telling recorder when it_rs accompllshed. Recorder then checks

ff: it off and when each task is completed‘the staffing report is flled ~ . }

in principal's file. - ..
. Referrlng back to, the total school resource program model (F1gure 3),
v . . ‘}

o o it 1s apparent that adequately scheduled t1me is an essent1al ‘element in

enabllng the Spec1a1 Educatlon Resource Teacher to resource the classroom '

teachers, traln and supervise teach1ng a1des, perform d1agnost1c and

prescr1pt1ve teaching, organize’ and participate in staffings and coord1nate

' -
. . % s . "

all spec1al serv1ces. -

1

lhe quality of Lhis particular teacher s 0kills cannot be underestimated

FAE | - SR -

e v | SR ] A

A FuiText provided by Eric . <




. 1if the program is to be a success. - She or he must be both a mfster teacher,
“and a sens1t1ve, competent manager. It is feaslble, however, w1th limited

staff or. funds, to modify this model .to meet your, school s spccific needs.

1

One-To—One Tutoring "Model

o

- Insert Figure 6 About Here -

This particular model needsllittle explanation other than the fact

‘ that.the tutor compOnent can ‘be varied to .encompass peer,tutors within the

classroom, a trained teenaged tutor or a1de 1n the resource room, the '
, @
classroom teacher, or the Special Educatlon Resource teacher 1f needed

|

3-1 Rotating.tearning Stations Model~

4

-' g
"— Insert Figure % About Here -

In th1s teacher—d1rected small group model there are, three'trqdned'

aides at each station and approx1mately nine children, in a ratio of
. i

3:1.; The children spend,lS minutes at each station and then rotate to

athe next two stations, in a predetermined order. Even though-there are

fthree children at alstation durlng each 15 minute segment, all 1nstruction
~and materials are 1nd1v1dually prescribed by the Special Education Resource
teacher; For examole, at the. spelling table, -éach child would be d1ctated
..is his own‘nords,'at the:oral readingltagie_each'child selected his own f‘
readiné series andlwas“placed at the aopropriate’level. A Y
Thislmodel hasnbeen used with-alhighly structuredﬁbehavior manage- 4

. . *
: ment system where three chips were earned at each ‘table for coming on time,l

_ not bothering others, and attemptlng to do the work. These ch1ps were

then turned in for 10 minute of actLv1ty time at the end of Lhe period j
J

. ) . - i . . ’
= . b - : -3 W




-

g -

swhich can be worked on by ‘a child in a semi-independent manner, are

11 S S

The children were referred for both severe learning and. behavior problems

fby their regular classroom teachers.' About mid-year, they were functioning

well enough that the chip’system was slowly eliminated Without their f“» G

: , e L

awareness, and positive work behaVior continued .to be maintained. '
¢ .

This particular model has also been used very effectively as a summer -

practicum triadic team model for the training of Spec1al EZucation Resource

.teachers, which is a topic for presentation at this year s Council on

-

Exceptional Children conference in Los Angeles, California.

g =

i

FO

3:1 Open skills Scheduling Model .

-.Insert Figure 8 About Here - )

+

In this child directed small group model, each child enters the |,

room, "picks up his folder and fills’'out his individual schedule for the e

period<to follow. The schedule looks like this:

- Insert Figurei9 About Here~—"

c e

. All available commercial or teacher made individualized materials,

listed on the schedule as possible choices. The time for reading instruc-

- tion,. however, is fixed for each:child, to ensure that the teacher gives

indiVidual attention to each child, each day on prescribed reading obJec-‘

>

tives or oral reading | Figure 8 shows that_ each child has reading

with teacher" scheduled in a d}fferent position in the order in'which

: g »
they Wlll complete their work for the day For example, child A will read

- with the teacher first, and. then will go on to a second task of her

.
choice, to be - followed by a third Lask of her choice. Child B however, -




_will.be'starting onva first-task of his choice, while A is with -

«. the teacher, and.will be reading with the teacher second. Child'C? in.
turn, w1ll be scheduled to read witb the teacher last. B |
b This particular small group model was found to be most efficiently
'scheduled during the first,time blocks in the morning Th1s was because
late arrivals at school and the bneakfast»program-confusionimade it
imposs1ble to start a total group at a Sp&lelC.tlme. This child-

' d1rected, semi-independent model allowed for accommodatioh to. variable

S ' student entrances into the resource room. s ' : . ' -

8 . ) e

High Intensity Learning'Svstem.Model

A -

- Insert Figure 10 About Here -

- . ' This is a highly individualized and- independent le'a'rning model which

%permits one teacher to manage 20 or more students .per class hour. The
system was developed by Dr{ S. Alan Cohen at the University of Nebraska,

1mplemented for nine years in the Omaha Public Schools, and is available

> -

o ~ for purchase from Random House, Inc. The HILQ center is stocked w1th a.

-

collection of the best reading materials currently available. Most of the
¥ v " 1’\ .
materials are self-directing.and self-correcting, and are carefully.

' sequenced so that the student can. advance/independently.

>
1

When ‘a student first comes to the Reading Center, "he takes an

Y

<ind1vidual module of Instructional ObJective Tests (1-0 Tests) des1gned
/: - to help the teacher determine his reading needs. These tests are keyed
K '_T to an '"I-O Catalogue - a catalogue»of reading behaviors,corresponding

. -~ to these tests. Using the I-0 catalogue as a reference source, the teacher :

s B
s

prescribes the approoriate reading act1v1t1es for the studcnt.. As the

R i . . - : .-

- .

i
g




T

-

_new prescriptions, o

12, 3 and .4 of the‘previously presented differential intervention model

" these models. .

13

N

- t

stodent'meéters the prescribed I-0, he takes a new I-0 test and- receives
The foregoing tutorinngodels have been.succeséfully impleﬁented,

over a a-year period at one elementary school. They are representative‘f

o,

of the kinds of ind1v1dua11zed ‘structures wh1ch can be developed to

de11ver supportive resource room serv1ces, to a child in need at levels

A\

(Figure 2). Video-tapes'are availeblenof children working in_eaoh'of

F

\ . . B . . -

<
r\\“
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Figure 3 - Total Resourcéqudel .
',Figﬁée 4 - sﬁaffing‘mbdel 0
Figure 5 f Recording F%pm'foé Sféffings ’

figure 6 —VOne—fo—One fupoﬁiﬁg Model

-

-
% B .

Figuré 7ﬁ-ﬁ3:1 Rotating Leatning Stations Model

" Figure 8 - 3:1 Open Skills Scheduling Model ™

Figure 9 — Open Skills Schedule Form

" Figure 10 High. Intensity Leafning System Model

o
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o : Fiéure? . )
3-1 Rotating Learning Svta'tion's Model. .
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‘Figure 8

-3:1 Open Skills Schedgling;Model

1=read with teacher
e C 2=schedule an indepéndent
' learning choice -
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't . 7. Results

- In order to insure that the varied models.presented-mere'education—

"ally sound alternatives, three different types of evaluative studies

were performed. - . S - 5

The first was a two year study 1nvolv1ng the tra1n1ng of L.D. high

S l
- school students to¢tutor elementary-pupils. The results of - these teenaged

" tutors were compared with'those of adult aides.'_No significant difference

20

was found between the read1ng and spelllng score ga1ns of the elementary

€

chlldren in the two groups.' This study was presented in detail at last .

year s IFLD conference in Amsterdam and can be found in the Proceed1ngs

Journal for further reference.

In addltlon, a- study performed last year (1973 -74) compared the results

of normat1ve read1ng score ga1ns and spec1f1c cr1terlon referenced reading

v

ob]ectlves gains of . ch11dren placed in e1ther a’ one-to-one- tutor1ng model

.5

or the 3:} rotat1ng learn1ng stations model. From a sample of 24 ch11dren,‘;;ﬁ

'who mere matéhed by grade'level %, 5 and 6) and reading pre-test scoresf

on the Jastak W1de Range Ach1evement Test _ 18 were randomly assigned to .- ) :;

. i the 3:1 -small group learnlng statlons 1nstructlonal model and 6 were placed }j

;

in the l:l tutoring model, througH‘a blocking procedureéf The same instrue- : &'
* . . NS . - —‘v'—’" . v . 3 :
tional aids‘were~used in bothvtreatments and curriculum‘was;individuallyu'

"prescribed according .to the child's needs.’ R s o . ’ S

o - Insert Figure 11 About Here - o ;' ' !
‘ o Achievement was evaluated on pre’andhpostrtestvgain'scoresﬁon the

Readlng subtestaof the Jastak WRAT and “the number of mastered read1ng

objectlves taken from a pool of 10 pre—determlned obJectlves per grade -

-

S * L
. . . < . - o - -
. . . N - : s
) . i . . . s ) :y"f,v!;.}.
A . . . . g L . e
. : [ NN ’ B VRS ;
.
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“- level (Appendix A).

The results indicate identical achievement across treatment groups
din both.readingvgrade level gains and mastery»of specific readlng'obJectiveé;
e : .. . ! . R : . N ‘ . - ’
=~ Insert -Figure 12 About Here ~-.
, v . \ e

hd » . \

Y

- R . . b} : ." ) ) V .
A third evaluation was undertaken last year to determine the effec~-

tiveness of the entire Resource progtam on those children referredtfdr
- tutoring help outside of the regular classroom. Pre and post testing of
the 56 chiidren who were placed in one of the tutoring models for seven

.

, months of 1nstruct10n, 1nd1cated a mean reading ga1n of elght'months,..

o

mean spelllng ga1n of ten months and a mean math gain of elght[nonths,'

=on the Jastak WRAT. In_addition, 53 of the 56.ch11dren'mastered between‘

80 and 100% of'thenten reading objeetiVes assigned to his/her grade level..
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Discussion

; . ' _ Evaluation done on the previously descr1bed tutoring structures

o

o o appears to indicate that each model can be educationally Justified in '
. terms of gain scores. However, I would like to discuss the results -
S rather in terms of several other child and programmatic cons1derations.

These considerations are: - l) time available relatfve to the number of

children in ‘need of service, 2) structur1ng tutoring situations for opt1mal

independence of learning, 3) the need for alternative placements for children
with spec1f1c or severe learn1ng and/or behavior problems; and 4) offering
possibilities for a child's ultimate selféselection of ‘the supportive

model he»de51res.

‘e . N 2

To expand on the first consideration, the results obtained which
- indicate thdat there was no difference in the mean gain scores for the 1:1

versus 3 l tutoring models become s1gnif1cant when v1ewed in terms of

- . instructional time allocated to each treatment. For 18 children to

)

receive comparable instructional gains in the 1:1 s1tuation, three times
the amount of time would have to be allotted as would be needed in the 3:1

situation. Thisvresult, then, has,implications.for efficienﬁ'utilization'

of resources for reaching: larger numbers of children.
_The'second cdnsideration; that of structuring'for'optimal learner -

_independence,.can be best delineated by placing each model into the’

following hierarchy,‘ordered from mosthdependent‘to”leaSt dependent:

- E - Insert.figurebl3 About Here -

If our educational goal is to deVelop motivated independent,_

5 M ped
ERE

competent” learners, then we should be moving children upward within this

z

o

o4

.

l.(i
a

¢
TRl




."s .

et
. '
¢

.
.

)

T A JG—QD—7E paradigm as rapidly as is feasible.' However,‘instead of

J,‘;

the teacher deciding who should ~go where and recefve what treatment, I

.choose to believe that. chlldren will aspire to the highest level of

Q,

'lndependence within which they will be able to achieve growth that is,
. 1f we enable them to be motivated by success rather than avoidance of
failure. Not only m1ght they accurately self—select the level at which"

they will optimally perform, but they m1ght also be able to decide when
L w

* they should move upward or downward ~ as long as the teacher .does not .

‘_superimpose unnecessary and destructive,value judgments upon“placement,

St

and given that. the child is aware of his.options. (This awareness'might,
be facilitated through the view1ng of video tapes of children working
withln the various tutor1ng structures or a br1ef trial session within

eaeh) Further research will need to be done in this area.
P
Although the tutoring and resource models presented in ‘this paper

i

haye proven effective dur1ng four years of implementation and evaluation
»

in an inner-city setting, they could be of value in almost any school
‘setting. (rural, suburban, publlc, pr1vate, or special) and‘could be
.modified through teacher creativity, to suit the needs of almost any -
type of instructlonal program w1thin a school Hopefully they may :
'provide not only fresh approaches to‘current tutoring programs, but
'-will also serve as a catalyst for the development of totally different
approaches.; In education, we are only Just beginnlng to develop var1ed

¥

~effective delivery systems to be used as instructional vehicles for any

I3

' curriculum;

The instructional models which have been presented are meant to take_

us a step further than the scientific."what" and "how" to teach stage




3
.

- - . . : . . . . : . P : o
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5 e

in an attempt to deal with the important aftective and motivational sides

v

of learning. Each model is couched in the following principles of learning

. ) 0
> which have been found through research to best moqivate childrcn to want

) .. ,' -
to learn: - o . )
A _ T 1. All instruction is”individualized, ‘even within small groups
2. Children are involved in tasks at a high level: of intensity
(much time—on-task)

3. All chIldren are placed in materials where they can experience
success o : ' ' - '

4. Feedback to . the ch11d is inmediate N . .
5. Progress is shown to the*children in plateaus
Perhaps the one major conmon denom1nator, however, between each of the
delivery models developed is the overr1d1ng emphas1s placed.upon the
positive, affective domain of the children involved. At all times, and
in all tutor1ng structures the following premlse ‘1s stressedi. Feeling
_ confident about your abilities, liking yourself and feeling 1mportant
e AR

are essent1al to the development of a child s (and for that matter,

1 Qﬁ',anyone s) learn1ng power., "If the supportive-programs we develop for

children cannot,acconplish‘this then they cannot be justified and- should

not be'continued.
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consjdering that onc of the most

consistent attributes of children may -

o

be ;hcirﬁincohsistcnéy. meeting their
_individual nceds necessitates school -
. S . L . .
proprams which embody an aclectic'grab
‘bag uf philosophy, theory, technique,
nethod, and instructional model; couple
' @ - - ' v-.. '
with sensitive and creative teaching.

This may be especially true in economs
“ieally disadvantaped arcas, where large

nuahers of children display serious
. vducatiohal discrepancies.

Programs of this type, however ,

require money careful structuring,

 on-g6idg maintenance, qualified person- '
. . . -
dﬁlz‘ﬂnd cvaluation. St. Paul's Title I

Comﬁcnsatdry Education Program has.

e

N . aftempted to incorporate thése'concepts.
cinto ah.ihteﬁrntcd. yet divervsified -

propram stressing varied modes of
supplementary tutorial support of classf
room shills for those children desig- " -

4 .
' 1]

@ nated by teachers as being in need.

LRICTT T T g

- R

INSTRUCTIONAL MODES = . - . . °

1'._mequfsmnor{sl: S

- Groups of 9 or-10 childreh fb;aEe s

LS
-

betQéen~e;cﬁ of 3 teaching stations.
Thé'statio;s ag@ directed by éne- e
.i.céachér, with the a%éistancéﬂof é
“éidés;:'Thi§ apﬁroaéﬁ enagles the:‘
’beaéher té sﬁpérvise ;nstrﬁétiéﬁ”ét

each station apd have daily teaching

‘contact with each child_withinrthe:

;'.;ofal kfrge’group;

- Pupil-teacher ratio = 3 to 1.

2. "CHILD-SELECTED SKILLS -SCHEDULING:

- Children fill out daily, indi-

vidual :schedules, selecting and

- N , : . N,
rank ordering the reading and math

activities they will'accémplish-that
“'day.

»

teacher directed tugorihg ané return
. to classroom. ” |
.- Pdpi14tcacheg‘ratio‘ﬁ 4 to 1.
.ONE—TO-QNE TUTORING:

- A:tréineglana ciosely supervised’

aide proviies\intensive, individual=-

ized  tutoring for more scverely
educationally handicapped children.,

Provides good transition between

4. YOUTH i
v; Olde

bhildrﬁ
possibk
TYPICAL S
= .
1. Certif

¢ . Kind
d:--Bas

2, Adult

(Aide-

3. Older
Tutors
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. L : . N -
! INSTRUCTTONAL MODES o v 4. YOUTH 'il'i\)"'l‘\} TOU T . ’
: ' : e D - Older children ar traiﬁ‘ t R
pi the most ‘1. LEARNING STATIONS: - . . . ‘ erem - . .?.'? L
8 : _ e ) o S ) tutor younger childrcn. ’
vildren may - Groups of 9 o;_lO children rotate
? o L = 5. CLASSROOM msouwr\(..
ting their = - _betwéen each of 3 teaching stations.
i oo - N L, ) ‘ . - A Txtle I teacher provides consul- N
tes school The stations are directed by one: .
x o ¢ . ) T : tation, mgtcr;als and- bechnxquos for
clectic grab . teacher, with the assistance of 2 T
- R : c. . the classroom teachcrs.
 technique, - aides. This approach enables the : :
o ' : D o ‘ 6. BASIC LEAR xw CE: .m\ o .
pode 13 coupled * teacher to supervise instruction at " - ‘- Children are trained tiﬂjﬁﬁ% inde-
;eabhing. . each station and have daily teaching » ' pendenciy gn_ind@vfdugily determined
“1nueconom9 -~‘,.contact with each chi1% within the ' iobjectiveSAWDich afé(;fo?s-rcféfencéﬁ
E,,wh_et'c large . ;otal,lérge 3r°“p°" ' o to instructionai-materials prescrip-
i . ;.:‘_ ) ) . ‘ . L. . ) ! - . .
v serious  ° - Pupil-teacher ratio = 3 to 1. tions. = ‘
2. CHILD-SELECTED SKILLS SCHEDULING: 7. KINDERGARTEN & 1ST GRADE "SPECIALISTS:
, however, - Children fill out daily, indf- - - Title I teaghers are specifically
:ctur;ng. ' vidual schedules} Selectiﬁé'and : - designated to work primarily u%gh‘
ified. person= - ' rank ordering the reading and math - o RPOSe kindergirten and lst grade
&Jul's Title I  activities they will accomplish that - -~ children in greatest need, for carliest
ram has day. Provides good transition between possible ?ntcrventipn.
] . . o Ct _ ) ' TYPICAL gTAFFWT TARGET SCHOOLS
he eots teacher ‘directed tutoring and return -
pese concepts : : : - 1. Certifxcd I:rle EkwﬁéchQer
vcfsified o to classroom. j ' . a. Remedial ReadxniV ;ath Teachers o
e B b daetier” Fatio = 4 T b. lst Grade Title I Teacher . =
T upil-teacher ratio = 4 to 1. . c. Kindérgarten Title I' Tcacher S

o - : .»d. Basic LLarnxng Center leachcr
3, "ONE-TO-ONE  TUTORING :
' - ' - o 2. Adult Cowﬁunxty Aides:

- A trained and closely supervised , (aide-tcacher ratio = Jte ) 7.

. N . 3. Older Children Trained as Volunt;er
aide provides intensive, individual=- “Tutors.

Q ?ﬁ. . .' - . o : o o ‘i(}

1ized tutoring for more severely

educationally handicapped children,
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~after three, SULondS of exposure. r ..‘__ _ : : R
B : : _ . .
7; ThL studcnts WLll be ‘able to identi[y ‘the two wordo in given compound words..
8; 1he studvnt will dcmonstrnte an understanding: of the main. idea of: the story'
(prcsunted in wrxtiug ut o;ally) by ;ritlng or select!ng a title or by
br'icfl\' s't'n.in)‘ the main ulua. , . “
9? The, student will dv-non- lrllc an undcrut\udinr of lhu usu of spukcn
mmtmgt (-lnus to anticipate. a sln;‘,lu-\:or'd‘ reiponse by cln‘o:;inr...tlw pi«:lm'v
- that t'ﬂ”‘m'll\‘ compluted an orally-presented scntpncc.‘ . 2
lﬂ.’. 'I'ho:‘.::"l \‘l.lvnl :'lll' be able to .u"t".n\_\'.'; or write ‘thv letters c.'f the ﬁl}ph'.nh-."l

5

’l'_h"i rd ('-r.nl}'_*:l'l‘t-lv_ 1 Readine Oblect{ven

1

. . o ’ e . o . e .
Phe student wili demonstrate the ability to recopniae Tike positisn: ot .

s S o 2

CHke consonants by acranglng into proups the words that "lbave the same
flnll consogants :\'ml the words‘, that have the same fnftial consonants,

The . studcwt wxll dcmunstrllv the abllltv to selcct from'a 1ist of wordﬁ'

the word whlch bepina wlth the same lnltinl conacnlnt thdt he hta'd in .,

. . N

an vxcm;\l ary \~ord o o i !

© \
“

The studunt will domonstrate the abllxty to hear a final consonant s

rqound nnd ldcntlfy thc lettor S)mbol for that sound by choosing the

correct letter from a ChOlCL of four. ' ' v o
\o student will dcmonstrnte his abillty to indicate the consonant

dlgtaph bcginnxngs of words by chooslnh the cortect pictute of an object

-

that has a name beginning with 'ch', 'sh®, ’th , or'wh', as the thchcg

Y . e,

des ignates each digraph

n

The student wxll be able to 5ubstitute given initial—consonant sounds in ~

‘ rcal and nonsense words that ate given both in writing ‘and orally and
which follow the pat*etn cve. - o - ,

L 2

. The student will demonstr1te knowledge o£ the pre-primer and primer level:

. words in the Dolch 8351c Slbh[ Vocabulnry List by saying a given woci//\

El

fn ovder. {]

o




